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In response to the Office Action dated May 28, 2004, the Applicant submits the following 
response. 

Remarks 

The Office Action has allowed Claims 1-5, and 8-19. The Office Action has rejected 
Claim 20 as being obvious over Otto. 

The Applicant states that no prima facie case of obviousness has been made. 

I. There is no disclosure, teaching or suggestion, in Otto, for transmitters 
with different chirp slopes. 

II. There is no disclosure, teaching or suggestion for discriminating between 
transmitters in Otto. 

III. There is not disclosure, teaching or suggestion in Otto for discriminating 
between transmitters by slope. 

IV. There is no motivation, absent impermissible hindsight, for assigning each 
transmitter a different chirp slope, discrimination between transmitters, and basing the 
discrimination by chirp slope. 

The Office Action has acknowledges that Otto does not disclose mobile transmitters 
transmit chirps with different slopes and Otto does not discriminate between different 
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transmitters. The Applicant, in view of these admissions, further states that Otto can provide no 
teaching for discrimination between different chirps slopes, as would be expected. 

Claim 20 recites inter alia "detecting the slope of the received chirp signal". Otto does 
not teach or suggest such a step. Furthermore, even finding another teaching for detecting the 
slop of a chirp signal, there is no operational benefit or motivation that is resident in Otto. 

Otto discloses the chirp signal is modulated by a reference chirp signal, where the 
reference chirp signal should match the received chirp signal in slope (Col. 7, lines 5-14). Otto 
also does not teach a mechanism for applying multiple reference signals to an incoming signal, 
does not teach a method in which the continuous wave signal (CW) generated by modulation 
with the matching or non-matching slope reference signals would be processed. And Otto does 
not teach, suggest or provide any motivation for having transmitters with different slopes. 

The Office Action suggests that modifying Otto would allow identification of the chirp 
signal without the need for encoded information. However, as shown above there is to 
mechanism disclosed, taught or suggested that would lead to the Office Actions claimed benefit 
to be manifested. 

Conclusion 

The Applicant request withdrawal of the rejection and allowance of the application 
including Claim 20. If the examiner maintains the rejections in view of the above remarks, the 
examiner is requested to contact the undersigned attorney. 



DUANE MORRIS LLP 
1667 K Street, N.W., Suite 700 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
Telephone: (202) 776-7800 
Telecopier: (202) 776-7801 



Dated: August 27, 2004 



Respectfully submitted, 




Mark C. Comtois 
L. Lawton Rogers, III 
D. Joseph English 
Patrick D. McPherson 
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